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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
Claims 1, 3-7, 11-13, 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over either Rotta (US 3,862,629) or Lee et al. (US 3,826,249) in view of either 
Islava (US 6,719,711) or Shah et al. (US 6,984,215). 

Both Rotta and Lee teach a sleeve configured for disposal about a limb that can include a 
plurality of portions that can define a plurality of expandable sub chambers within each portion. 
A pressurized fluid source is connected to each chamber for permitting sequential compression 
vascular therapy on the limb. The sleeve may be separated to completely remove any portion of 
the sleeve from another portion of the sleeve in order to leave any desired portion intact for 
delivery of fluid from said pressurized source. 

While Rotta and Lee may not use perforations as the means to separate the different 
portions from each other however, such is well within the realm of the artisan of ordinary skill. 
Both Islava and Shah teach using perforations to separate different portions of the sleeve as an 
obvious equivalent means for doing the same thing. Islava at 42 and Shah shows perforations in 
figs. 2A and 2B between sections 202a and 202b and at column 3, lines 8-14, "[t]he plurality of 
inflatable sections may be physically coupled to or physically separated (either partially or fully) 
from one another." It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
either Rotta or Lee to use perforations as taught by either Islava or Shah as an obvious equivalent 
means for performing the same function. 
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Claims 8-10, 14-17, 22, 24-26, 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the references as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Dye 
(US 5,795,312). 

Dye teaches ventilation openings 26a-b and 28a-b and also teaches ventilation channel 42 
with ventilation openings therein, column 3, lines 43-48. Dye also teaches a thigh portion. 

Regarding claims 8-10, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
further modify either Rotta or Lee to include ventilation openings as taught by Dye to provide 
ventilation to the patient under the sleeve. 

Regarding claims 14-17, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
further modify either Rotta or Lee to include a thigh portion including a reduced width knee 
opening therein as taught by Dye to provide a more complete sequential compression vascular 
therapy. 

Claims 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
references as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Mitchell. 

When separating the first portion from the second portion of the sleeve one would have to 
disconnect the hose to the first portion and still be able to operating the second portion by itself. 
Mitchell teaches a connector, figure 1, in which the downstream tubular pathways 14, 18 have 
quick disconnect ports 60 for individually disconnecting the downstream tubular pathways as 
desired or required. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further 
modify Dye to include a coupling means as taught by Mitchell so that one can disconnect the 
tubular pathway to the first portion of the sleeve and still be able to operate the second portion by 
itself. 
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Claims 1, 3-11, 13-20, 22, 24-26, 28-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dye '312 in view of either Rotta or Lee et al. and Islava or Shah et al and 
Arkans '244. 

Dye teaches a sleeve 10 configured to wrap about a leg and defining a plurality of 
ventilation openings 44. The sleeve includes a thigh portion including sub-chambers 38e and f, a 
calf portion including sub-chambers 38c and d and an ankle portion defining sub chambers 38a 
and b. Dye may not teach the thigh portion being removably connected to the calf portion 
however, there appears to be no unobviousness to separate different parts from one another in 
order to accommodate different patients needs. Different patients may not need to include the 
thigh portion of the inflatable sleeve. Other patients may have trauma or had surgery above the 
knee and therefore including the thigh portion could possibly cause further injury. Being able to 
remove the thigh portion would appear to be well within the realm of the artisan of ordinary skill. 

Both Rotta and Lee teach a sleeve configured for disposal about a limb that can include a 
plurality of portions that can define a plurality of expandable sub chambers within each portion. 
A pressurized fluid source is connected to each chamber for permitting sequential compression 
vascular therapy on the limb. The sleeve may be separated to completely remove any portion of 
the sleeve from another portion of the sleeve in order to leave any desired portion intact for 
delivery of fluid from said pressurized source. 

Islava teaches perforations such that "[djetaching one portion 50 from another portion 60 
also enables each portion to form a structure independently from the other" column 4, lines 53- 
55. Islava suggests each portion can be separated from the other in order to provide the ability to 
be independent. Islava teaches one conventional way of separating two inflatable sleeves one 
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from the other using perforations. While Islava may be an inflatable splint the same detachable 
independent function would still be applicable to compression sleeves such as Dye. Shah also 
teaches a sleeve that allows for the different sections of sleeve to be completely separated for 
assembly and disassembly and uses zippers to achieve this function. Shah also teaches a 
pressurized fluid source using tubing and valve connectors in order to shut off each portion as 
desired. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Dye to be able 
to separate different portions of the sleeve as taught by either Rotta or Lee so as to remove 
different sections when they are not needed and to use perforations as taught by either Islava or 
Shah as an obvious equivalent alternative means of separating the different portions. 

Arkans also teaches a valve connector so that upon disconnection the upstream connector 
closes off the tubular pathway so that the upstream sleeve can maintain pressure. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further modify Dye to include a valve 
connector as taught by Arkans to complete the details of closing off the tubular pathway when 
removing different portions and maintain proper pressure within the remaining portion. 

Regarding claim 16, Dye teaches a slit 26a and b that would inherently provide 
ventilation. 

Regarding claim 17, the compression apparatus would be able to perform the claimed 
operational method and such intended use appears to be within conventional parameters and an 
obvious provision. 

The method of providing the sleeve, disposing the sleeve about the limb, delivering 
pressurized fluid and deflating the chambers would be well within the realm of the artisan of 
ordinary skill and inherent in the operation of the prior art device. Since the different sections 
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can be separated at any time dependent on practical considerations of intended use, there appears 
to be no unobviousness to remove one section from another in order to change the operation of 
the device for the next patient or next session. There appears to be no unobviousness to when 
the sections are separated in order to accomplish the desired therapy. Poole also teaches being 
able to remove one section of the sleeve to be able to use the remaining sleeve alone as desired. 

Claims 12, 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dye '312 in view of either Rotta or Lee et al. and Islava or Shah et al and Arkans '244 as 
noted above and further in view of Mitchell. 

When separating the first portion from the second portion of the sleeve one would have to 
disconnect the hose to the first portion and still be able to operating the second portion by itself. 
Mitchell teaches a connector, figure 1, in which the downstream tubular pathways 14, 18 have 
quick disconnect ports 60 for individually disconnecting the downstream tubular pathways as 
desired or required. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further 
modify Dye to include a coupling means as taught by Mitchell so that one can disconnect the 
tubular pathway to the first portion of the sleeve and still be able to operate the second portion by 
itself. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 3-20, 22, 24-26 and 28-31 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant argues that the achievement of the instant invention to provide a sequential 
compression sleeve which is intentionally designed to be separated into different parts as 
surprising and unpredictable however, both Rotta and Lee teach the heart of applicant's 
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invention. There is no unobviousness to the exact way in which they are separated. The prior art 
teaches being torn apart as taught by Shah or cut apart as taught by Arkans or unzipped by Poole 
or snapped apart by Lee. They are all obvious equivalent alternative ways of doing the same 
thing. There is no unobviousness to any one of them. They all of their own well known 
characteristics. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Danton DeMille whose telephone number is (571) 272-4974. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8:30 to 6:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Justine Yu, can be reached on (571) 272-4835. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access 
to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll-free). 



/(Danton <De9A.iCCe/ 

17 April 2009 Danton DeMille 

Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3771 



